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Comments on Statement of Reasons for Allowance 



In response to the Statement of Reasons for Allowance in the Notice of Allowance 

mailed June 02, 2006, please consider the following. 

MPEP 1302.14 Reasons for Allowance sets forth that: 

In most cases, the examiner's actions and the applicant's replies make 
evident the reasons for allowance, satisfying the "record as a whole" proviso of 
[37 CFR 1.104(e)]. This is particularly true when appUcants fully compUes with 
37 CFR 1.111(b) and (c) and 37 CFR 1.133(b). Thus, where the examiner's 
actions clearly point out the reasons for rejection and the applicant's reply 
explicitly presents reasons why claims are patentable over the reference, the 
reasons for allowance are in all probability evident from the record and no 
statement should be necessary. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Applicants' Responses are rephes that "explicitly present[] 

reasons why claims are patentable over the [cited references]." Thus, Applicants submit that the 

Statement of Reasons for Allowance should be understood only to refer to the arguments made 



i 



of record, and should not be understood as requiring or implying that other reasons for allowance 
have been relied on in allowing the claims. Therefore, all reasons for allowance should be 
understood from the arguments clearly set forth in the prosecution history, and the Statement of 
Reasons for Allowance should not be construed as narrowing the claims. 

Specifically, Applicants set forth in AppUcants' Responses as reasons why claims 1, 4-8, 
11-15 and 18-21 are patentable over the cited references that: the cited references fail to disclose 
or suggest at least "in response to determining the system is receiving power from a battery 
power source, setting the associativity level to a first level of associativity, the first level of 
associativity includes greater associativity than a second level of associativity," which has a clear 
meaning that is distinctly pointed out in the claim limitations. Applicants' Responses set forth 
that the cited references fail to disclose or suggest at least the aforementioned limitation, and the 
Office accepted these arguments. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN, LLP 



Date: 8/28/2006 
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